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F. Hurnik and H. Lehman- Unnecessary Suffering Original Article 
the best available descriptions and ex-
planations of the sheep's observable be-
havior make reference to its fear. Rea-
soning in this way is in accord with 
sound canons of scientific method; it is 
not anthropomorphic. 
We have argued that we have me-
thodologically sound scientific evidence 
for the existence of mental states in ani-
mals. This point may be illustrated fur-
ther with another example. Let us ask, 
What grounds support the contention 
that a pregnant sow that is denied the 
opportunity to make some sort of nest 
with straw or some other material suf-
fers to some degree from the frustration 
of what is, for pigs, a natural instinct. 
Again, no support for this contention is 
derived from alleged similarities with 
human behavior. Rather, we observe the 
sow's behavior. Such observation will 
support the above contention: Many sows 
that are close to parturition and lack 
nest-building material will investigate 
the floor and engage in what may be de-
scribed as "vacuum" nest building with 
their heads, that is to say, they engage in 
a sort of pantomime of nest building. 
Some pigs in that condition also show in-
creased stereotypy and bar-biting. Such 
behavior may be a consequence of labor 
pain, but may also be indicative of a 
state of frustration associated with the 
absence of nesting material. 
Someone may criticize the remarks 
that we have made here by claiming that 
the evidence that we have concerning the 
suffering of the sow, etc., does not con-
stitute proof that the animals in question 
are suffering. This objection reflects a 
type of skepticism that is legitimate in 
many cases. We must be ready to admit, 
with respect to many claims such as 
those illustrated above, that we may be 
mistaken; to be rigidly dogmatic about 
our contention would be unscientific. 
But, to deny or doubt conclusions that 
are supported by good scientific reason-
ing is also faulty scientific methodology. 
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We have good scientific evidence that 
injured or diseased animals suffer pain 
and, similarly, we have, in some cases, 
good scientific evidence that animals 
suffer fear or boredom. Such evidence 
may not amount to absolute certainty, 
but that sort of certainty is rarely, if 
ever, attained in scientific studies. 
The Issue of Intensive Agriculture 
Prior to concluding this paper, we 
wish to raise two further points. First, it 
is fashionable these days to direct criti-
cism toward intensive methods of ani-
mal agriculture. But the type of question 
we have been considering, namely, wheth-
er some agricultural practices cause un-
necessary suffering, is of much broader 
relevance, because criticisms based on 
the principle of avoiding such suffering 
are also applicable to non-intensive 
methods of animal agriculture. For ex-
ample, one might consider chickens raised 
in "free-range" conditions. In such con-
ditions, the birds might regularly suffer 
from harsh weather, predators, high inci-
dence of parasites, infections transfer-
red from wild animals, etc. Also, in free-
range conditions, disease prevention and 
precise medication are difficult to at-
tain. Given our capability to reduce or 
eliminate such forms of suffering, we 
may well ask whether animals raised in 
free-range conditions are suffering un-
necessarily. It is not at all clear that the 
extent or intensity of suffering of birds 
raised on a "free range" is less than any 
discomfort that the birds suffer when 
raised in cages. 
Second, in raising the issue of wheth-
er some agricultural practices cause un-
necessary suffering, we are not impugn-
ing the motives of the producer who has 
employed such practices- he or she is 
not deliberately cruel. In saying that a 
particular practice causes unnecessary 
suffering, we are not saying that the 
practice was introduced merely to cause 
suffering and we are not saying that the 
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producer is an insensitive person. Some 
animal welfarists have made such criti-
cisms, but we do not believe such char-
acter assassination of those engaged in 
animal agriculture is justified. However, 
agriculturists are incorrect if they be-
lieve that there can be no legitimate crit-
icisms of agricultural practices from a 
moral point of view, or that the critics of 
agricultural practices are doing nothing 
more than making unfounded vicious at-
tacks against the character of those who 
are engaged in production of food. 
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Striving for Common Ground: 
Humane and Scientific 
Considerations in Contemporary 
Wildlife Management 
Stephen R. Kellert 
Although there is a diversity of opinion about how to view the relationship be-
tween humans and wildlife, recent political pressures from the current administration 
make it mandatory that these diverse groups coalesce to use their combined leverage 
to halt the planned incursions into the remaining habitats of wildlife. It is also impor-
tant to begin to see nature as a complex and interrelated whole, and to respect the in-
tegrity of that whole, rather than simply select individual species for affection and 
protection. 
Zusammenfassung 
Obwohl verschiedene Meinungen Uber die Beziehung zwischen Mensch und 
wilder Fauna bestehen, wird es durch den jUngsten, von der gegenwartigen US Re-
gierung ausgehenden politischen Druck unumganglich, dass sich aile noch so ver-
schiedenen Gruppen zusammenschliessen, um gemeinsam den Hebel anzusetzen, 
Dr. Kellert is Associate Professor in The School of Forestry & Environmental Studies, Yale University, New 
Haven, CT. The following are the opening remarks at a symposium on "Wildlife Management in the United 
States: Scientific and Humane Issues in Conservation Programs," The Institute for the Study of Animal Prob-
lems, St. Louis, MO, October 14, 1981. 
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der die geplanten Eingriffe in den fi.ir wilde Tiere verbleibenden Lebensraum aufhal-
ten kann. Es ist auch dringend notwendig, die Naturals ein komplexes und in sich 
verkni.ipftes Ganzes zu betrachten und die Integritat dieser Einheit zu respektieren, 
bevor man einzelne auserwahlte Tiergattungen zum Schatzen und Schi.itzen heraus-
greift. 
The Mixed Bag of Opinions About 
Wildlife Conservation 
It has been said some people can 
find more to disagree about on the head 
of a pin than in the entire knitting bas-
ket, let alone in the garment being knit-
ted. This expression may describe the 
field of wildlife conservation and man-
agement today. One need not look far 
before division, disagreement, and dis-
sension become all too apparent. We 
are a field marked by a dissipation of 
energies and purpose, by controversy, 
and by misleading and counterproduc-
tive stereotypes and dis! ikes. Despite 
this divisiveness, the context in which 
we operate is characterized by two obvi-
ous facts. First, as a proportion of the 
American population, relatively few 
people care deeply about the welfare of 
wildlife and the well-being of our natu-
ral environment. Second, we are faced, 
as perhaps at no time since the nine-
teenth century, with obstacles and forces 
bent on setting back the apparatus and 
public support that have been erected 
to protect, preserve and intelligently 
manage wildlife and the natural world. 
In other words, we are confronted with a 
situation demanding now, more than in 
recent memory, the need for coopera-
tion, common ground, and mutuality of 
purpose. 
For those who suggest that varia-
tions in ideals and intentions among re-
source managers and humanitarians make 
cooperative interaction impossible, I 
would suggest that a closer look at the 
historical record indicates otherwise. In-
deed, the origin of natural wildlife pro-
tection- marked by the passage of the 
Lacey Act in 1900- provided us with a 
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dramatic illustration of what could be 
accomplished when differences from 
within were set aside in the interest of 
meaningfully confronting much larger 
and more ominous forces from without. 
In his excellent doctoral dissertation, 
"The Struggle for Wildlife Protection in 
the United States: Attitudes and Events 
Leading to the Lacey Act," Theodore 
Whalley Cart (1971) described a time 
when scientists, humanitarians and 
sportsmen worked in successful concert 
to halt the butchery and profligacy in-
volved in market hunting and the mass 
killing of birds for the millinery trade 
during the latter nineteenth century. The 
slaughter of the buffalo and decimation 
of song, shore, and seabird populations 
galvanized these disparate wildlife con-
stituencies, whose combined efforts re-
sulted in America's first Federal legisla-
tion to protect wildlife. As Cart noted, 
"the factors that caused natural scien-
tists, sportsmen and [humanitarians] to 
join in supporting the Lacey bill stemmed, 
in part, from the distinct interests of 
each group. [Nevertheless,] common to 
all was the mounting and fearful realiza-
tion that further indulgence of pioneer 
attitudes toward the use of wild animals 
would lead shortly to the extinction of 
many species- wildlife was in danger." 
Political Pressures Aimed Against 
Wildlife 
And, in my opinion, given the pres-
ent sociopolitical and economic cli-
mate, wildlife is again in danger. More 
than at any time since that period, it be-
hooves us to set aside erroneous charac-
terizations of managers, nature lovers, 
humanitarians, and sportsmen to con-
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front the increasingly polarizing and in-
sidious tendencies of the current admin-
istration. It is clearly the moment for 
coordinating scarce resources, energies 
and enthusiasms, rather than dissipating 
them on internal quarreling and bitter 
divisiveness. Together, humanitarians, 
scientists, managers, sportsmen, bird-
watchers and other wildlife groups can 
begin the uphill struggle to defend and 
preserve our common and precarious 
natural heritage. 
Fortunately, there are a number of 
areas of mutal concern where the per-
spectives and interests of these diverse 
constituencies can converge. Among the 
most important of these is the "non-
game" area, where all wildlife- game 
and non-game, vertebrate and inverte-
brate, native and exotic- can become 
the focus of concern as components of 
the overall ecosystem. Perhaps the most 
critical addition to such an expanded 
wildlife program is the most imperiled 
part of the system, the threatened and 
endangered species. Relatedly, increased 
attention will have to be aimed at there-
tention and acquisition of critical habi-
tat basic to the continued vitality of 
wildlife populations. 
Concerning the issue of harvest and 
control of animals, inevitable differ-
ences will arise among the views of man-
agers and humanitarians. Nevertheless, 
all can strive toward the practice of hu-
mane and compassionate treatment of 
animals. In this regard, managers, hu-
manitarians, and scientists can seek to 
define norms and establish procedures 
for less painful capture devices, for sen-
sibly and kindly removing excess ani-
mals, and for instituting animal control 
practices that focus on the offending an-
imal, rather than on the entire species. 
Certainly, the bottom line in this at-
tempt to find common ground will be 
the fundamental search for an ethic of 
the land and its living components that 
embraces both scientific and humane 
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considerations. However, we will need 
to move beyond simple affection for an-
imals to a broader ecological apprecia-
tion of species in relation to their land 
base. As Joseph Wood Krutch (1970) once 
remarked, "Love is not enough." Instead, 
we will have to promote an empathy, 
not just for individual animals, but also 
for species and their interconnectedness. 
As Roger Tory Peterson (1981) once 
remarked, people once thought of the 
universe as an intricate, delicate clock-
work, the handiwork of a loving God. In 
such an analogy, the living species were 
the component parts of the system. Love 
for animals was not the essential ingre-
dient in this understanding but rather, 
respect, awe, and an affinity for the 
whole as something as precious as its 
constituent parts. Similarly, a sense of 
the ~eauty and the aesthetic qualities of 
animals was considered not so impor-
tant as a feeling for the immense com-
plexity and intricacy of the overall 
system. Most of all, an appreciation of 
the need to save the various functioning 
elements was based not just on an ethic 
of short-term self-interest, but on a 
visceral knowledge that the well-being 
of animals was in some way ultimately 
related to the long-run survival of man. 
In our time, Aldo Leopold (1968) best ar-
ticulated this perspective, a glimmer of 
which he provided us in his classic, Sand 
County Almanac. He remarked: 
Our ability to perceive quality in na-
ture begins, as in art, with the pretty. 
It expands through successive stages 
of the beautiful to values as yet un-
captured by language. The quality 
of cranes, I ies, I think, in this higher 
gamut .... When we hear his call we 
hear no mere bird. We hear the trum-
pet in the orchestra of evolution. He 
is the symbol of our untamable past, 
of that incredible sweep of millenia 
which underlies and conditions the 
daily affairs of birds [as well as] men. 
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Bureaucracy and Wildlife: 
A Historical Overview 
Edward E. Langenau, Jr. 
This paper provides a framework for understanding the Government's position 
on many wildlife topics, including humane ethics. The historical role of Government 
in wildlife conservation is traced in relation to pertinent theories of bureaucracy. It is 
shown that Government involvement in wildlife conservation increased through suc-
cessive stages of change because of interest group activity. 
These periods of increased Government involvement in wildlife matters are 
shown to have followed periods of resource exploitation. Recurrent cycles of exploita-
tion, accompanied by economic prosperity, have then been followed by attitudes fav-
orable to conservation and political activism. This, in turn, has produced periods of 
backlash when the public rejected Government regulation, which has then caused an-
other period of exploitation. 
However, the process of Government regulation works such that the losses dur-
ing the periods of backlash have been of far lesser magnitude than the amount of per-
manent change introduced during major increments in growth of regulation. This paper 
shows that most of the permanent change in Government has been institutionalized 
through the creation of new staff within agencies who represent the position of in-
terest groups on various issues. Direct communication between these internal staffs 
and their associated interest groups, special-purpose legislative appropriation, and 
advisory commissions, have given these organizations the appearance of indepen-
dent regulatory agencies. This system has tended to produce a tension between the 
old and new roles of Government in wildlife conservation and has increased agency 
reliance on regulatory rules for making decisions. 
Dr. Langenau is a wildlife research biologist at the Michigan Department of Natural Resources, Rose Lake 
Wildlife Research Center, 8562 East Stoll Road, East Lansing, Ml 48823. Portions of this paper were pre-
sented at a symposium entitled "Wildlife Management in the United States: Scientific and Humane Issues 
in Conservation Programs." This symposium was held in St. Louis, MO at the Annual Meeting of The Hu-
mane Society of the United States on October 14, 1981. 
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Introduction 
In order to engage in any meaning-
ful discussion about wildlife issues in 
the United States, it is helpful to have 
some understanding of the history of Gov-
ernment's role in wildlife matters. This is 
because wildlife conservation in this 
country has been strongly affected by 
governmental policy and action. Wild-
life in the United States is considered as 
a public matter (or "good"), like national 
defense and public education. Wildlife 
benefits and conservation programs are 
distributed throughout the political sys-
tem by legislative mandate in accor-
dance with the demands of voters and 
interest groups. As a result, a bald eagle 
nesting in a Michigan white pine belongs 
equally as well to a textile worker in 
South Carolina, a Senator in Oregon, 
and an automaker in Detroit. 
However, wildlife is considered a 
private good in many nations; govern-
ment in these countries assumes quite 
different roles in this regard. Discussion 
of wildlife issues in these nations there-
fore requires less knowledge of govern-
ment and history. Wildlife benefits are 
distributed throughout their economic 
systems according to the laws of supply 
and demand, and wildlife, like timber 
and livestock, is assumed to belong to 
private landowners. 
The public nature of policy toward 
wildlife in the United States has created 
the need for a sizeable bureaucracy. The 
Wildlife Management Institute reported 
that in 1979, wildlife budgets were $40 
million for the U.S. Forest Service, $17 
million for the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, and $289.5 million for the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. Hunting license 
revenues totaled $199 million for the 50 
States, and $94 million was available to 
the States from Federal excise taxes on 
ammunition and firearms. These dollar 
amounts, in addition to those that are 
not reported for other Federal, State, 
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county, township, and city programs for 
wildlife conservation, allow us to esti-
mate that nearly $1 billion is spent each 
year by Government on wildlife programs 
in the United States. 
The purpose of this paper is to trace 
the historical development of this size-
able bureaucracy, to examine the relation-
ship between public behavior and Govern-
ment response, and to analyze the essen-
tial nature of wildlife-related bureaucracy 
in relation to theories of public adminis-
tration. This analysis should provide us 
with a better appreciation of the tension 
between the biological and political di-
mensions of current wildlife conservation 
decisions. It will also be helpful in under-
standing the inherent dilemma of Govern-
ment in trying to, on the one hand, re-
spond to the will of the people while at 
the same time ensuring sufficient con-
tinuity of policy regarding the enhance-
ment of wildlife resources. This perspec-
ive should also be useful in identifying 
the channels that have been used success-
fully throughout history to create social 
change. 
Colonial Customs 
The early explorers and colonists 
who arrived in this country found wild-
life to be abundant. Their initial period 
of hardship and starvation here has been 
attributed to a lack of knowledge rather 
than to a shortage of available game 
(Graham, 1947). Many of the English and 
Dutch commoners had no experience in 
hunting and fishing, since these were 
privileges of the ruling classes in Europe. 
With experience, and with assistance of 
the Indians, the colonists soon developed 
a number of customs regarding the prop-
er relationship of humans to wildlife. 
Not all of these customs reflected 
much sophistication about biological 
facts. For example, Trefethen (1964) dis-
cussed colonial attitudes toward preda-
tors. He argued that the English settlers, 
unlike the French in Canada who adapted 
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